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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

Claims 1, 4, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based on a 
disclosure which is not enabling. Performing a pre-defined window manipulation operation, 
separate from a focus change operation, upon an inactive document window, which is critical to 
the practice of the invention, is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 
F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). Amended claims 1, 4, and 7 include the limitation, 
"performing a pre-defined window manipulation operation, separate from a focus change 
operation, upon an inactive document window, which is critical to the practice of the invention". 
The factual evidence found in applicant's specification does not support such a negative 
limitation. While applicant has disclosed many types of window manipulation operations, the 
specification fails to disclose an embodiment of the invention wherein a focus change operation 
is separate from other pre-defined window operations, as now required by the claims. As a 
result, all claims dependent on claims 1, 4, and 7 are similarly rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 
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Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's 
admitted prior art and Beaudet et al (US Patent 5,491,795), hereinafter Beaudet. 

Regarding claims 1 and 7, in Applicant's Fig. 1 and on pages 2-3 of the disclosed 
specification, Applicant allows for a pull-down menu in an activated open document window with 
a listing of open document windows and corresponding interactive user interface elements 
(taught as the ability to select a window through the pull-down menu using point-and-click 
methods), and responsive to the activation of one of the interactive user interface elements, 
performing a pre-defined window manipulation operation upon an inactive open document 
window corresponding to the selected interactive user interface element (taught as the change 
of focus from the active window to the selected inactive window). Inherently, the software of the 
admitted prior art is stored and accessed through machine-readable storage. 

However, Applicant's admitted prior art fails to explicitly teach performing a pre-defined 
window manipulation operation, separate from a focus change operation, upon an inactive open 
document window. 

Beaudet teaches a window management system wherein a window list is presented to 
the user and through the manipulation of an interactive element allows for window management 
operations such as moving, sizing, restoring and closing of windows represented in the window 
list without changing the focus of the window. See Beaudet, col. 7, lines 17-49. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of the admitted prior art and Beaudet before him at the time the invention was made 
to modify the pre-defined window manipulation through pull-down menus of the admitted prior 
art with the interactive window list control system of Beaudet, in order to obtain a pull-down 
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menu listing windows capable of being operated upon through manipulation of an interactive 
element in the menu. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination due to the fact that the pull-down 
menu presents a list of windows to the user, as does the window control management system of 
Beaudet. One would further be motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of the 
increased functionality provided by Beaudet over the simple focus change allotted by 
Applicant's admitted prior art. See Beaudet, col. 2, lines 1-9. 

Regarding claims 2 and 8, the admitted prior art teaches generating a window 
manipulation event in response to the activation of an interactive user interface element (the 
change of focus after the selection of a window from the pull-down menu). Inherently, the 
window manipulation event is processed in a message handling routine associated with the 
activated open document window, and identifies the inactive open document window 
corresponding to the interactive user interface element, posts a window manipulation event to 
the identified inactive open document window, and processes the posted window manipulation 
event in a message handling routine associated with the inactive open document window, 
allowing for the focus control change from the active window to the selected inactive window. 
Inherently, the software of the admitted prior art is stored and accessed through machine- 
readable storage. 

Regarding claims 3 and 9, the admitted prior art has been shown to teach a pre-defined 
window manipulation operation for an inactive window selectable through a pull-down menu. 

However, the admitted prior art fails to explicitly teach performing a window close 
operation, print window operation, and a file save operation through the pull-down window. 
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While Beaudet does not explicitly teach the use of a print window or file save operation 
through the disclosed window management system, such operations are well-known window 
and file operations and would be obvious to include in the window management of Beaudet, 
such as in the right-click menu of Microsoft Internet Explorer, that allows the user to print or 
save a displayed file. The Examiner takes OFFICIAL NOTICE of these teachings. 

Regarding claim 4, the admitted prior art teaches a pull-down menu disposed in an 
active open document window, a list of open document windows disposed in the pull-down 
menu, and a set of activatable interactive user elements disposed in the pull-down menu 
corresponding to one of the listed open document windows (see Applicant's Fig. 1). 

However, the admitted prior art fails to explicitly teach including a set of interactive user 
elements corresponding to listed open document windows, positioned adjacent to a 
corresponding open document window, and an event handler configured to post pre-defined 
window manipulation events to inactive open document windows associated with activated ones 
of the activatable interactive user elements, and wherein the pre-defined window manipulation 
events are separate from a focus change operation. 

Beaudet teaches a window management system wherein a window list is presented to 
the user and through the manipulation of an interactive element allows for window management 
operations such as moving, sizing, restoring and closing of windows represented in the window 
list without changing the focus of the window. See Beaudet, col. 7, lines 17-49. As can be seen 
in Figs. 1, 2, and 4, Beaudet also teaches positioning an interactive element adjacent to the 
listed name of an open document window. Beaudet further teaches an event handler 
configured to post pre-defined window manipulation events to inactive open document windows 
associated with activated ones of the activatable interactive user elements, taught as the ability 
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to perform window management operations such as moving, sizing, restoring and closing of 
windows represented in the window list without changing the focus of the window. See 
Beaudet, col. 7, lines 17-49. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of the admitted prior art and Beaudet before him at the time the invention was made 
to modify the pre-defined window manipulation through pull-down menus of the admitted prior 
art with the interactive window list control system of Beaudet, in order to obtain a pull-down 
menu listing windows capable of being operated upon through manipulation of an interactive 
element in the menu. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination due to the fact that the pull-down 
menu presents a list of windows to the user, as does the window control management system of 
Beaudet. One would further be motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of the 
increased functionality provided by Beaudet over the simple focus change allotted by 
Applicant's admitted prior art. See Beaudet, col. 2, lines 1-9. 

Regarding claim 5, Beaudet has been shown supra to teach activatable interactive user 
elements that a user may manipulate to perform a variety of window functions. However, 
Beaudet fails to explicitly teach these interactive user elements being buttons. At the time the 
invention was made, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use a 
button as the interactive element of Beaudet, for the simple reason that the interactive user 
elements of Beaudet function in a manner almost exactly similar to applicant's claimed button. 
See Beaudet, col. 4, lines 46-55, wherein the interactive user element (icon) is manipulated by a 
single user mouse-click, much like the selection of a generic interface button, as claimed. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Beaudet to obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 

Regarding claim 6, Beaudet has been shown supra to teach a close window event 
associated with an interactive element of the disclosed window management system (see col. 7, 
lines 45-49). 

Regarding claim 10, in Applicant's Fig. 1 and on pages 2-3 of the disclosed specification, 
Applicant allows for a pull-down menu in an activated open document window with a listing of 
open document windows and corresponding interactive user interface elements (taught as the 
ability to select a window through the pull-down menu using point-and-click methods), and 
responsive to the activation of one of the interactive user interface elements, performing a pre- 
defined window manipulation operation upon an inactive open document window corresponding 
to the selected interactive user interface element (taught as the change of focus from the active 
window to the selected inactive window). Inherently, operations performed on windows are 
operating system services, and thus the admitted prior art teaches performing pre-defined 
operating system services manipulations. 

Beaudet teaches a window management system wherein a window list is presented to 
the user and through the manipulation of an interactive element allows for window management 
operations such as moving, sizing, restoring and closing of windows represented in the window 
list without changing the focus of the window. See Beaudet, col. 7, lines 17-49. As can be seen 
in Figs. 1, 2, and 4, Beaudet also teaches positioning an interactive element adjacent to the 
listed name of an open document window. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the 
teachings of the admitted prior art and Beaudet before him at the time the invention was made 
to modify the pre-defined window manipulation through pull-down menus of the admitted prior 
art with the interactive window list control system of Beaudet, in order to obtain a pull-down 
menu listing windows capable of being operated upon through manipulation of an interactive 
element in the menu. 

One would be motivated to make such a combination due to the fact that the pull-down 
menu presents a list of windows to the user, as does the window control management system of 
Beaudet. One would further be motivated to make such a combination for the advantage of the 
increased functionality provided by Beaudet over the simple focus change allotted by 
Applicant's admitted prior art. See Beaudet, col. 2, lines 1-9. 

Regarding claim 1 1, the admitted prior art teaches generating a window manipulation 
event in response to the activation of an interactive user interface element (the change of focus 
after the selection of a window from the pull-down menu). Inherently, the window manipulation 
event is processed in a message handling routine associated with the activated open document 
window, and identifies the inactive open document window corresponding to the interactive user 
interface element, and posts a window manipulation event to the identified inactive open 
document window, allowing for the focus control change from the active window to the selected 
inactive window. Inherently, operations performed on windows are operating system services, 
and thus the admitted prior art teaches performing pre-defined operating system services 
manipulations. 
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Regarding claims 12-14, Beaudet teaches interactive user interface elements being 
positioned separately from the listing of open document windows, as can be seen in Figs. 1, 2, 
and 4. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3 February 2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2, 7-8 and 10-11 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In response to applicant's arguments of pages 8-11 that the motivation to combine 
applicant's admitted prior art and Beaudet is lacking factual support, the examiner has clarified 
the rejection of the claims to contain more support from the Beaudet reference. Specifically, the 
examiner believes that one would be motivated to make such a combination for the advantage 
of the increased functionality provided by Beaudet over the simple focus change allotted by 
Applicant's admitted prior art. See Beaudet, col. 2, lines 1-9. As applicant's admitted prior art 
already teaches one type of window manipulation operation, one would have been motivated to 
expand upon that functionality by including the operations provided by Beaudet. 

In response to applicant's arguments of pages 11-13 that the combination of applicant's 
admitted prior art and Beaudet fails to teach the claimed invention, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Applicant has stated that the "obvious" modification would be to include the entire 
control window of Beaudet in the pull down menu of applicant's admitted prior art. However, 
while such a combination would be one obvious modification, other such modifications do exist, 
and are believed to be equally obvious, such as the inclusion of the interactive icons of Beaudet 
into the menu of applicant's admitted prior art. Further, applicant argues that Beaudet not 
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performing such a modification is evidence that the claimed invention is not obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. The examiner contends that just because a modification is obvious does 
not necessitate that it must be done in every instance. Therefore, the examiner feels that ample 
support and motivation remains for the combination and modification of applicant's admitted 
prior art and the Beaudet reference. 

Conclusion 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Michael Roswell whose telephone number is (571) 272-4055. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cabeca can be reached on (571) 272-4048. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Michael Roswell 
5/24/2006 




